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Art Unit: 2164 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Vedula et al. 
(U.S. Patent 6,823,495). 

Claim 1: Col. 1, line 24 refers to a global content directory in the form of the Internet. 
This directory is provided to buyers and sellers (col. 1, lines 27-28 "customers and trading 
partners"). 

FIG. 5 illustrates a graphical user interface which defines a schema translation tool which 
translates schema (4) to schema (10). The tool is coupled to the global content directory (coupled 
to Internet — col. 17, lines 44-46). Since mapping is accomplished between the schemas, the 
schema translation tool is a mapping module. 

The mapping module (graphical interface) receives a source schema (4) on the left side 
and target schema (10) on the right side. 

Each schema is a taxonomy (i.e. a classification arrangement) comprised of a hierarchy 
of classes defined by records. For example, "Record 11" in the source schema (4) is a parent 
class and all indented items below "Record 11" are subclasses. The source and target 
taxonomies can be different from one another, such as illustrated in FIG. 5 where the 
arrangement of classes and subclasses on the left side is different from that on the right side. 

Both the source schema and target schema define an ontology (i.e. relationships between 
records, such as the relationship of parent class to subclass or source schema to target schema). 
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As seen in FIG. 3C, each record has defined attributes, thus the ontologies in both the source 
schema and the target schema contain attributes. 

Referring back to FIG. 5, classes (referring to either parent classes or subclasses) in the 
source schema can be associated to classes (referring to either parent classes or subclasses) in the 
target schema. The association is achieved by the mappings (16a) and (16b). 

The ontology generation module is the processing engine (26) and map (28) illustrated in 
FIG. 2 which support the creation of the graphical interface in FIG. 5. 

Vedula et al. differs in that the individual records are not specifically referring to 
products, but are generic business document records (col. 3, line 10). Forming the records to 
contain non-functional descriptive material, such as product information, would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art (In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 
404 (Fed. Cir. 1983): "when descriptive material is not functionally related to the substrate, the 
descriptive material will not distinguish the invention from the prior art in terms of 
patentability"). 

Claim 2: User input in the form of highlighting (18a in FIGS. 4A and 4B) achieves the 
function of indicating which source classes are to be associated with which target classes. The 
association is established when lines (16a) or (16b) link the source and target schemas. The 
definition of the users as "buyers" is non-functional descriptive material, obvious to the person 
of ordinary skill in the art (In re Gulack). Nonetheless, either of the "customers or trading 
partners" (col. 1, lines 27-28) can be the claimed buyers or sellers providing input to the system. 

Claim 3: FIG. 5 is a view of a graphical user interface, and thus is a graphical 
representation of the taxonomies of the source and target schemas as well as the associations 
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between the schemas seen by the user. The definition of the users as "buyers" is non-functional 
descriptive material, obvious to the person of ordinary skill in the art (In re Gulack). 
Nonetheless, either of the "customers or trading partners" (col. 1, lines 27-28) can be the claimed 
buyers or sellers providing input to the system. 

Claim 4: Within the source schema, some of the classes are leaf nodes, such as "Record 
2" and "Record 8". 

Claim 5: The mappings (16a) and 16(b) define intersections between the product 
ontologies of the source class and target class. A product ontology inherently defines at least 
some attribute of a product, such as the name of the product, so mappings become intersections 
of attributes. These mappings are also ontologies (i.e. relationships) that further define both the 
source classes and target classes. 

Claim 6: The mappings can define intersections between any classes (parent class or 
subclass) in either the source schema or target schema. 

Claim 7 : The subject matter of claim 7 only differs from Vedula et al in that the classes 
in the source schema and target schema are not defined as being associated with a seller. In other 
words, the records do not define seller information. However, modifying the records to define 
seller information is a modification to include non-functional descriptive material which is 
considered obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art (In re Gulack, cited above). 

Claim 8: The source records and target records are XML business documents. Any of the 
mapping linkages (16a or 16b) constitute pointers. Since either a single document or a set of 
documents constitutes a database, the mapping links define pointers between databases. 
Modifying the documents to refer to seller information would have been a modification to 
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include non-functional descriptive material, 
skill in the art, as per In re Gulack. 

Claim 9: See remarks for claim 1 . 



Claim 10: 


See 


remarks 


for claim 2. 


Claim 11: 


See 


remarks 


for claim 3. 


Claim 12: 


See 


remarks 


for claim 4. 


Claim 13: 


See 


remarks 


for claim 5. 


Claim 14: 


See 


remarks 


for claim 6. 


Claim 15: 


See 


remarks 


for claim 7. 


Claim 16: 


See 


remarks 


for claim 8. 


Claim 17: 


See 


remarks 


for claim 1 . 


Claim 18: 


See 


remarks 


for claim 2. 


Claim 19: 


See 


remarks 


for claim 3. 


Claim 20: 


See 


remarks 


for claim 4. 


Claim 21: 


See 


remarks 


for claim 5. 


Claim 22: 


See 


remarks 


for claim 6. 


Claim 23: 


See 


remarks 


for claim 7. 


Claim 24: 


See 


remarks 


for claim 8. 


Claim 25: 


See 


remarks 


for claim 1. 


Claim 26: 


See 


remarks 


for claim 1-3 and 8. 


Claim 27: 


See 


remarks 


for claims 1-3 and 8. 


Claim 28: 


See 


remarks 


for claims 1-3 and 8. 
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Remarks 

Applicant's arguments have been considered. 

Applicant's arguments are primarily addressed to the three features added to 
amended claim 1. In particular, applicant argues that Vedula et al. lacks: (1) a global content 
directory providing buyers access to sellers, (2) a schema translation tool, and (3) the target 
schema having a different taxonomy than the source schema. All of these features are taught by 
Vedula et al. Col. 1, line 24 of Vedula refers to a global content directory in the form of the 
Internet. This directory is provided to buyers and sellers (col. 1, lines 27-28 "customers and 
trading partners"). FIG. 5 illustrates a graphical user interface which defines a schema translation 
tool which translates schema (4) to schema (10). The tool is coupled to the global content 
directory (coupled to Internet — col. 17, lines 44-46). Furthermore, the source and target 
taxonomies can be different from one another, such as illustrated in FIG. 5 where the 
arrangement of classes and subclasses on the left side is different from that on the right side. 

With respect to claims 5, 13 and 21, applicant argues that Vedula does not teach 
determining the intersection of product attributes. This argument is not correct The mappings 
(16a) and 16(b) define intersections between the product ontologies of the source class and target 
class. A product ontology inherently defines at least some attribute of a product, such as the 
name of the product, so mappings become intersections of attributes. 

With respect to claims 6, 14 and 22, applicant argues that Vedula does not disclose an 
ontology generation module. This argument is not correct. The ontology generation module is 
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the processing engine (26) and map (28) illustrated in FIG. 2 which support the creation of the 
graphical interface in FIG. 5. 

Applicant also argues against an alleged assertion of Official Notice. This argument is 
moot, as assertion of Official notice has not been made. The rationale for obviousness is based 
on the finding of non- functional descriptive material in the claims, and the assertion that such 
non- functional descriptive material is considered to have been obvious, given the case law of In 
re Gulack. 

This action follows the filing of an RCE request and has been made non- final. 
Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Sam Rimell at 
telephone number (571) 272-4084. 

Sam Rimell 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2164 




